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applying a force to the canopy from the inflating airbag to thereby jettison the canopy 
(col. 2, lines 2-28). 

Applicants assert that the examiner has misinterpreted the reference. First, 
Jahsman et al. discloses a canopy fracturing system and not a canopy jettison system. 
These systems are completely different in that a canopy fracturing system inherently is 
designed with a fracturing pattern within the glass/plastic of the canopy that "shatters" 
along a line. A canopy jettison system, as is described in the present application, is 
designed to remove the entire canopy from the cockpit, thereby, reducing the possibility 
that "fractured pieces" of the canopy can be drawn into the cockpit via negative pressure 
(as is described in the reference). 

Second, the system described in Jahsman et al. does not disclose an inflating 
airbag "applying force to the canopy;... to thereby jettison the canopy" as the examiner 
suggests. The reference clearly states that the canopy is fractured by a linear shape 
charge explosive (col. 2, lines 9-1 1). The airbag described in the reference does not 
apply any force to the canopy, as the examiner suggests, but rather protects the pilot from 
"fractured pieces" of the canopy that are drawn back into the cockpit by negative pressure 
after fracturing occurs via an explosive charge. Therefore, the airbag is never used to 
jettison the canopy. The airbag, when inflated, never contacts the canopy when it is in a 
whole configuration. In fact, the canopy, is not jettisoned at all in the system described in 
the Jahsman et al. reference, but, rather,, is fractured apart. 

Thus, because the Jahsman et al. reference does not disclose the limitations within 
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the claims related to jettisoning the canopy with the airbag, any anticipation rejection is 
improper. 
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Claims 3-5 and 10-12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over Jahsman et al. Specifically, .the. examiner indicates that the use of different types of 
initiators for the airbag of the present invention would be known in the art. While use of 
different initiators to deploy airbags is known in the art, applicants would argue that 
using an electronic initiator, that is HERO safe, as described within the specification, 
would not be obvious to one skilled in the art. Regardless, because Jahsman et al. does 
not disclose major limitations of the claims as described above, the obviousness argument 
set forth in the Detailed Action is improper. Further, one skilled in the art would not be 
led to modify the Jahsman et al. reference to obtain the present invention because the 
airbag disclosed in Jahsman et al is npt used for the same purpose as the present 
invention, and, no teaching in Jahsman et al. would provide an impetus to one skilled in 
the art to modify the disclosure of Jahsman et al. to obtain the present invention. 
Therefore, any obviousness rejection based upon the Jahsman et al. reference is obviated. 

Finally, claims 6-8 and 13-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Jahsman et al. in view of Pendergast et al. (U.S. 3,885,761). As 
discussed above, Jahsman et al. does not disclose many of the limitations of the present 
claims, and, therefore, no combination of Jahsman et al. and Pendergast et al. will result 
in the present invention. Ho we ver, applicants note that the Pendergast et al. disclosure 
merely shows various placement of explosives within systems for jettisoning of a canopy. 
Merely because an explosive may be, placed in a certain position to jettison a canopy, this 
does not mean that an airbag can be placed in the same position. In fact, the specficiation 
clearly sets forth the various equations that should be followed in order to determine the 
position of the airbag placement. Because the force delivered by an explosive is 
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extremely different, explosive placement is likely very different. Regardless, due to the 

Jahsman et al. reference lacking the other limitations of the claims, any obviousness 

rejection based upon the above combination is improper. 

Accordingly, applicant believes, that claims 1-15 are in condition for allowance 

and respectfully requests the examiner to withdraw all objections and rejections and 

allow said claims. Should the examiner need more information regarding this matter or 

have further suggestions regarding this application, feel free to call the undersigned at 

301-744-5603. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mark Homer, Reg. No. 4 1 ,848/ 
Attorney for Applicants 
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